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FOREWORD

Strategic Air Command (SAC) is continually seeking ways
to increase capabilities, sometimes with new weapon systems
but more frequently with older weapon systems such as the
B~52. Faced with an increasing imbalance between the
conventional forces of the East and the West, and current
fiscal constraints, SAC has beqgun to focus on how to
increase the B-52’s capabilities in conventional warfare.
This is the subject of Major Berlan’s study.

This study serves two purposes. First, for those
unfamiliar with the B-52 it introduces them to the Buff’s
capabilities and its potential. Second, for those

intimately involved in this topic, it presents several
interesting ideas and concepts about how to organize, equip,
and train the B-52 force for conventional operations.
Although many of the solutions offered are subject to
debate, they all address problems that demand our attention
and deserve our best fefforts.

S M. DREW, R AF
Director, Airpower Research Institute
Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research,
and Education
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INTRODUCTION

In February 1987, Gen John T. Chain, Jr., commander in
chief, Strategic Air Command, prepared a presentation for
the United States Senate. In this presentation General
Chain said,

It is imperative that we help bolster the nation’s
conventional capabilities to make nuclear war less
likely. Theater commanders require a large, long-
range, fully capable conventional bomber force to
do their mission. Our strategic bombers are an
essential element of their warfighting capability.
When timeliness, range and payload are considered,
there are conventional missions which cannot be
accomplished and areas of the world which cannot
be reached without SAC bombers. . . .

To ensure our future capability to provide theater
CINCs the conventional striking power they need
for deep strikes beyond the reach of tactical air
forces, we need to dedicate non-ALCM B-52Gs to a
conventional role. . . . By combining our planned
force enhancements with maintenance of the B-52
force structure, we will be able to provide
theater commanders an enormous warfighting
capability at an affordable price and increase
their flexibility. . . .

The bottom 1line is: This is a very important
issue and cannot be pushed aside. We as a nation
cannot afford, particularly at a time of

constrained resources, to take any bomber out of
service.l

Many individuals believe the B-52 has outlived its
usefulness; but many other individuals, including this
author, agree with General Chain and support the retention

of the B-52 for conventional operations. This study does
not attempt to explain why B-52s should be dedicated to a
conventional role. Instead, it addresses the quest.on, How

should SAC organize, equip, and train the B-52 force for
conventional warfare?
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Ooverview

This study focuses on how SAC organizes, equips, and
trains B-52 forces for conventional operations. I have
started by examining the types of missions which the B-52
may be required to perfornm. Then, I have identified
problems which limit the B-52’s ability to accomplish these
missions. Last, I have explored ways to organize, equip,
and train our B-52 forces to overcome these constraints and
to prepare for their conventional role.

.NChapter 1 examines the B-52’s potential role in the
nine fundamental Air Force missions specified in Air Force
Manual (AFM) 1-1,,Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United
States Air Force.2, Each mission is briefly described and
then analyzed to identify what aircrew skills are required
and what equipment is needed to accomplish these missions.
This chapter also identifies problems peculiar to each
mission and offers solutions to overcome some of these
problens.

Chapter 2 identifies factors that inhibit the

effectiveness of the conventional B-52 force. Political
considerations, geographic factors, aircraft constraints,
weapon and equipment concerns, aircrew matters, and

employment constraints are examined. These factors combine
to create problems which reduce the effectiveness of our
B-52 forces.

Chapter 3 offers ways to organize, equip, and train our
B-52 force to overcome the problems identified in chapter 2
and to accomplish the missions identified in chapter 1.
Missions whose requirements most nearly match the B-52’s
potential are identified. Basing concepts, equipment
requirements, mission distribution, unit evaluation
procedures, and wing staff organization are addressed as
well as training concepts which may be used in the formation
of these conventional units. Although certainly not all
inclusive, these proposals should stimulate thought and
ideas to the formation of B-52 conventional units whose
potential far exceeds their present day capabilities. As
Thomas A. Keaney, a senior fellow at the National Defense
University, wrote, -

The emerging reality is that the conventional

strength of bombers is again becoming the oldest
and most expendable part of the bomber force. . . .
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Actions

those

to prepare bombers for conventional
are needed before a conflict occurs;
bombers

roles
otherwise
will be prepared only for a

conventional war of the past.3

Notes
1. Gen John T. Chain, Jr., remarks to the Senate,
Committee on Appropriations Defense Subcommittee,
Washington, D.C., February 1987, 7-8.
2. AFM 1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United
States Air Force, 16 March 1984.
3. Thomas A. Keaney, Strategic Bombers and

Conventional Weapons:

Airpower Options (Washington, D.C.:

National Defense University Press, 1984), 66.




CHAPTER 1

POTENTIAL B-52 MISSIONS

According to Air Force Manual (AFM) i-1, Basic
Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force:

The fundamental role of the Air Force is to
prepare aerospace forces to accomplish these
missions. Strategic Aerospace Offense, Strategic
Aerospace Defense, Counter Air, Air Interdiction,
Close Air Support, Special Operations, Airlift,
Aerospace Surveillance and Reconnaissance,
Aerospace Maritime Operations.l

For over three decades Strategic Air Command B-52s have
prepared to accomplish several of the missions previously
listed primarily in a nuclear environment and secondarily in
a conventional environment. Now that the B-1, air-launched
cruise missile (ALCM), and MX have begun to assume their
perspective roles in nuclear warfare, portions of the B-52
force can be released from their nuclear role and can be
assigned to conventional missions (any military mission
which does not use nuclear weapons).

To prepare the B-52 force to accomplish conventional
missions, we must first understand what these missions are,
what aircrew skills are required to accomplish each mission,
and what equipment modifications are required to enable the
B-52 to accomplish each mission. When we are armed with
this knowledge, we can identify which missions the B-52 is
capable of performing, which will enhance the strength of
the United States’ conventional force. Following the
mission outline described in AFM 1-1, we will examine
strategic aerospace offense.

Strateqic Aerospace Offense

The objectives of strategic aerospace offense missions
are defined in AFM 1-1:

Strategic aerospace offense objectives are to
neutralize or destroy an enemy’s war-sustaining
capabilities or will to fight. Aerospace forces
may conduct strategic aerospace offense actions,
at all levels of conflict, through the systematic
application of force to a selected series of vital
targets. Attacks are directed against an enemy’s
key military, political, and economic power base.?2




The B-52 was designed for the strategic aerospace offense
mission. For over 30 years B-52 aircraft and crews have
prepared to accomplish this mission. However, during this
time, the vast majority of effort has been focused on
delivering nuclear weapons against strategic targets. Using
conventional munitions to accomplish strategic offense
objectives alters the way in which the B-52 must be
employed.

The B-52 is quite capable of destroying vital strategic
targets with conventional 500-pound bombs. Its inherent
payload capacity, range, and bombing accuracy virtually
assure the destruction of any strategic target the B-52 can
overfly. However, the very nature of a strategic target
ensures that it will be strongly defended, frequently to the
utmost ability of an enemy. Consequently, the ability of a
B-52 to penetrate and overfly a strategic target, without
the benefit of the confusion caused by preceding missile
attacks (as is anticipated in a nuclear war), is limited by
the numbers and types of defenses the enemy can muster.

In many relatively undefended countries of the third
world, the B-52 could strike strategic targets with a high
degree of success and with 1low attrition. Countries
defended with second-rate equipment and second-rate forces
would also be vulnerable to B-52s as currently configured.
The current tactics, training, and equipment in use by B-52s
enable them to operate successfully in low~-threat
environments.

In contrast, the ability of the B-52 using the same
tactics and equipment to attack Soviet allies armed with the
best Soviet defenses would be a different story. In high-
threat environments, modern enemy defensive systems would
extract a terrible toll on B-52s. Consequently, new tactics
and equipment must be designed to enable the B-52 to attack
strategic targets in the high-threat environments found in
the Warsaw Pact countries. The ongoing improvements in ECM,
testing of standoff weapons, and development of new tactics
are steps in the right direction.

B-52s can attack strategic targets in high-threat areas
by using two different approaches. The first way uses
standoff munitions that can destroy strategic targets and
can be launched from a position outside the enemy’s lethal
defense 1line. The second way uses weapons and tactics that
can avoid or neutralize enemy defenses, thus enabling the
B-52 to reach and destroy strategic targets with ballistic
or short-range munitions.




Strateqgic Conventional Standoff Mission

The air-launched cruise missile is a long-range
conventional standoff munition with the ability to destroy
strategic targets. The ALCM has the range to be 1launched
from a B-52 outside the enemy’s lethal defense 1line. It
also has the accuracy necessary to ensure the total
destruction of a target. However, it is effective only
because its warhead is nuclear. To achieve the desired
range and accuracy and to keep the missile’s overall
dimensions to a reasonable size, the ALCM’s payload is very
small. A single ALCM with a conventional warhead does not
have the "punch" to knock out most strategic targets as
identified in AFM 1-1.

An extremely accurate conventional ALCM could destroy
some small strategic targets and portions of other targets,
but in most cases numerous weapons would be required to
ensure destruction. Due to the high costs of each ALCM,
multiple ALCMs targeted against individual strategic targets
would be economically prohibitive. Gen Robert D. Russ,
speaking at an Air Force Association symposium in Orlando,
Florida, on 21 January 1988, addressed the problem of
employing high-cost standoff weapons: “"\Everybody'’s
enamored with standoff weapons,’ but that they ‘sometimes
come in the million dollars a copy’ range. This means that
tyou getter have a million dollar target out there to
hit’."

Development of low-cost, standoff weapons could provide
a solution to this problem, as could the development of a
"super-powerful” conventional warhead that could enable a
single missile to destroy a large or hardened target.
Future technology may provide other solutions, but present
technology 1limits the options to a choice between range,
accuracy, and warhead size. The equipment required to
accomplish standoff bombing depends on the types of weapons
developed.

Conventional standoff aircrews require certain basic
aircrew skills, which are common to all B-52 flight
operations. Pilots must be proficient in a variety of
skills: takeoff, high-altitude cell formation, air
refueli g, instrument procedures, equipment operation, and
landing. Navigators must receive proficiency in rendezvous,
high-level navigation, and equipment operation procedures.
Electronic warfare officers (EWOs) must have proficiency in
airborne threat and electronic countermeasures (ECM), and
gunners must have expertise in fire control system
operation. All crew positions must require some degree of
training in fighter-defensive operations, since fighter




attacks could occur outside of anticipated enemy defensive
positions. (These minimal aircrew skills are referred to as
basic aircrew skills--BAS.)

Besides proficiency in BAS, conventional standoff crews
require weapon training, which depends on the requirements
established by the weapon itself. Training for a launch-
and-forget-type weapon (like the ALCM) would be relatively
simple and similar to the ALCM training requirements found
in the Strategic Air Command Regulation (SACR) 51-52, B-52
Aircrew Training. Overall, the training program for con-
ventional standoff missions, launched outside of enenmy
defenses, would be much less demanding than the present B-52
training program or the training to accomplish the strategic
penetration mission.

Strategic Conventional Penetration Mission

Strategic penetration of a high-threat area is probably
the most difficult challenge for a B-52 or any other
aircraft. Successful penetration of an area equipped with
the newest enemy defenses requires imaginative tactics,
surprise, coordination, cooperation, and deceptive and
destructive ECM. A high-success rate could only be expected
of the most experienced crews flying the best-equipped
aircraft. Realistically, a lone penetrant (the role
nuclear-tasked B-52s prepare for) would be too vulnerable to
enemy defenses not suffering from a high degree of confusion
(as can be anticipated in a nuclear war). Conventionally,
one way to confuse enemy defenses is to attack the eneny
with several B-52s (an aircraft cell) equipped with a
multitude of weapons that aid in the penetration process.

The actual cell composition, weapon load, and tactics
would depend on the route of flight, the enemy defenses, and
the desired target. Variations in numbers and composition
of the cell would optimize the probability of success.
Aircrews assigned with the actual strike role (the strategic
penetration aircraft) would use many of the same skills as
the nuclear B-52 force as well as some other skills.

The penetrating aircrew must be proficient in air
refueling, low-level navigation, terrain avoidance, a
variety of ECM skills, bombing, and aerial gunnery.
Additionally, 1low-level <cell formation, visual terrain-
following procedures (with or without night-vision goggles),
multiple axes near simultaneous bomb delivery, destructive
ECM (direct engagement and attack of enemy defenses), and
other enhanced conventional skills would be required. The
mastery of so many skills would require extensive training




and frequent practice. Essential elements of this type of
training program would include the requirements 1listed 1in
SACR 51-52 for nuclear and conventional training and
extensive use of simulators. The MAC training program for
night-vision goggles and EWO training for destructive ECM
would have to be incorporated. Due to the flying skills
required of them, aircrews selected for this role should be
only the most experienced and the most skillful crews
available. As a guess, the number of crews capable of
achieving and maintaining this proficiency would be equal to
somewhat less than one-third of the crews currently
available. (This is based on the assumption that it would
take at least two years’ experience in each seat to achieve
proficiency.)

The number of strike aircraft per cell depends on the
type of target, its location, and the anticipated en route
attrition. Range considerations affect whether each B-52
could carry 51 or 27 conventional bombs. One or more of
the strike aircraft may have to carry precision-guided
munitions to ensure that vital points of the strategic
targets are destroyed. These factors would affect cell
composition. Probability to penetrate (PTP) would be
enhanced by the contributions of the remaining cell
aircraft.

One support aircraft would be an ECM platform similar
to the EF-111. On this aircraft up to three crew stations
could be equipped with advanced ECM gear. The ECM
aircraft’s mission would be to electronically confuse the
enemy’s airborne warning and control system (AWACS) and

early warning systems. Additionally, it could carry drone
decoys which would further distract and confuse the
defenses. A new version of the old Quail missile is an
example.

Another aircraft could be equipped with surface-to-air
missile (SAM) suppression weapons, most 1likely drones
equipped with radar seekers which would attack the SAM site
upon activation of the SAM radar. These drones would be
launched ahead of the cell, along the intended route, and be
orbiting in place, awaiting the SAM radar signal. They
would knock out the SAM sites prior to the cell’s
penetration of the 1lethal SAM line. The Tacit Rainbow
system under development is one such systemn.

The third supporting aircraft could carry standoff
weapons which would be used against fixed defenses. Again,
prior to the cell’s detection, these weapons would be
launched against the enemy’s defenses to reduce their
effectiveness and to add more confusion to the attack. A




conventional ALCM with a cluster bomb unit (CBU) warhead
would at least temporarily knock out a SAM systenm.

The remaining aircraft would serve as the actual
striking force of the cell. As they are equipped with
standard ECM systems and employed with enhanced conventional
cell tactics, B-52s would penetrate through degraded enemy
defenses and strike the assigned target(s). Withdrawal
would be accomplished using the remaining deceptive and
destructive ECM systems along with the mutual support
provided by the electronic countermeasures B-52, SAM
suppression drones, and decoys. The training and equipment
required for each of the three support aircraft are
discussed later.

The strategic penetration B-52 might encounter stiff
resistance from enemy point defenses and, thus, may require
some standoff weapon capability. However, standoff
conventional weapons launched from penetrating B-52s near a
point-defended target would not require the same range
capabilities as the previously discussed long~-range
conventional munitions. They also would not require such a
sophisticated navigation system to achieve the desired
accuracy. Thus, the shorter-range standoff munitions would
carry a larger payload at less expense.

Using either of these two methods (conventional
standoff or conventional penetration) or a combination of
both methods, the B-52 would pose a threat to any enemy from
any direction at any time. When faced with this
possibility, an aggressor would have to devote a large
portion of the military forces to defend against a B-52
force. Enemy forces withheld for defensive purposes cannot

be used offensively. Offensive forces would have to worry
about not only their front and flanks but also their rear.
In this way the enemy’s striking power is reduced. B-52s

prepared to accomplish strategic aerospace offense missions
provide an enormous deterrent to conventional aggression.

Strateqgic Aerospace Defense

The next mission to examine is strategic aerospace
defense. 1In this regard AFM 1-1 states:

Strategic aerospace defense objectives are to
integrate aerospace warning, control, and
intercept forces to detect, identify, intercept,
and destroy enemy forces (in any medium) attacking
our nation’s war sustaining capabilities or will
to fight.4




The Air Force has a multitude of forces, AWACS, satellites,
and ground radar assigned to this mission. The B-52
currently contributes to this mission through sea
surveillance. The feasibility of using a B-52 in any other
related mission 1is very remote except for one new threat:
the Bear-H aircraft.

The Soviets have deployed long-range cruise missiles on
their Bear-H aircraft. These nuclear missiles can be
launched against the United States from over 1,500 miles
away and are extremely difficult to detect and destroy after
launch. The ability of US forces to intercept and destroy
these aircraft prior to launch is limited by the extreme
ranges from which the Bear-H can launch its missiles. A
B-52 equipped with an air-intercept system and under the
control of an aircraft with AWACS would have the range to
reach the Bear-H aircraft prior to launch. A study of this
concept would reveal whether this was a feasible solution.

The equipment for an air-intercept B-52 would include
an intercept-type radar and appropriate missiles. The
Hughes AN/AWG-9 weapon control system, the Phoenix advanced
medium-range air-to-air missile (AMRAAM), and the advanced
short~-range air-to-air missile (ASRAAM) are possible
systems. Minor design modifications (such as removal of the
electro-optical viewing system--EVS), if shown Dby
engineering tests to increase performance, could also be
undertaken.

Besides the training required for basic aircrew skills,
the training for such a mission should involve AWACS
coordination exercises, target-acquisition and weapon-launch
procedures, and aircraft defensive-procedures proficiency.
Training would be relatively simple since smart launch-and-
forget missiles would be employed. However, the
incorporation of an intercept weapon system in these B-52s
may prohibit the use of this weapon system in thn
traditional bombing role.

Although the B-52, equipped for strategic aerospace
defense, could match up favorably with the Bear-H, there is
another Soviet threat with which the B-52 could not contend.
This new threat is the Soviet Blackjack aircraft. With its
high~speed and long-range capability, the Blackjack could
easily outrun a B~52 attempting to intercept. Thus, the
role of the B-52 in strategic aerospace defense is too
limited to warrant the modifications required to enable the
B-52 to accomplish strategic aerospace defense. Other
solutions to this threat need to be developed.




Counterair

Counterair operations are divided into three missions
by AFM 1-1: offensive counterair (OCA), suppression of
enemy air defenses (SEAD), and defensive counterair (DCA).
The combined effect of these three missions is to achieve
air supremacy and, thus, control of the aerospace
environment. Properly equipped B-52s could contribute
significantly to all phases of the SEAD mission and could
accomplish portions of the offensive and defensive
counterair missions.

Offensive Counterair

Size, speed, and maneuverability place the B-52 at an
obvious disadvantage when matched against aircraft designed
for air superiority. The current Air Force fighters are
superior to the B-52 in the counterair role once the enemy’s
aircraft have been launched. Thus, B-52s should not attempt
offensive counterair operations by seeking out enemy
fighters in the air. The B~52 can contribute to offensive
counterair objectives by attacking the enemy’s infra-
structure, and his aircraft still on the ground, or by
diverting the enemy’s attention.

There are several ways to accomplish an offensive

counterair objective. The first method is to use
conventional standoff munitions (CSM) to attack enemy
airfields. The previously discussed constraints of

conventional weapons still apply in this situation. The
payload and cost of CSM prevent the total destruction of an
airfield with these weapons. Consequently, the warheads
must be designed not to destroy the airfield itself but
rather to stop operations from that airfield for as long as
possible. Warheads which deploy cluster bomblets or 1land
mines can effectively destroy unsheltered aircraft and
temporarily shut down an airfield.> When they are employed
at the proper moment, such as shortly before our forces
begin an offensive drive or prior to a B-52 cell’s
penetration of the early warning line, conventional standoff
munitions can dramatically improve our chances for success.

After an airfield has been shut down temporarily, other
B-52s (or the aircraft which launched CSMs)--employing both
conventional general-purpose bombs and air-scatterable
mines--can attack and destroy aircraft trapped at the
airfield, command and control facilities, fuel reserves, and
exposed personnel; and can crater the runway and taxiways.
Aircraft en route to or launched from the airfield would be
forced to divert to alternate landing sites with minimum




fuel reserves and without guidance from ground control. The
overall effect would be to deny the enemy access to that
airfield for an extended period and to destroy the enemy’s
air assets (aircraft, fuel, equipment, and personnel).

This second OCA method provides a longer period of air
supremacy but requires the aircraft to penetrate to the
airfield itself and to avoid other enemy defensive systems
and the airfield’s own point defenses. The additional enemy
defenses encountered by penetrating B-52s greatly complicate
the B-52’s mission and increase the possible attrition rate.
Crews assigned to the strategic aerospace mission would be
able to attack OCA targets. Thus, this method of OCA does
not need to be considered as a separate alternative.

The third way of contributing to OCA operations is to
use decoys launched from B-52s to divert enemy aircraft from
the actual attacking force. Decoys could mask our actual
intentions, concentrate enemy defenses in the wrong
location, and cause aircraft to be launched against worth-
less targets. This increases enemy sortie requirements;
reduces aircraft availability as aircraft recover, refuel,
and regenerate; and contributes to aircrew fatigue and task
saturation.

Enemy interceptors launched against a decoy that
simulates a KC-10, a C-5, a C-141, or a B-52 could be lured
into a deadly trap. Instead of finding a nice big, slow
target, the enemy could encounter a flight of air-
superiority F-15s or F-16s. Even if the enemy discovers the
trap before it is sprung and is able to escape, he has been
taken out of action from another part of the theater.

Besides basic aircrew skills, crewmembers assigned to
OCA would need few other skills. If the weapons have
sufficient range, crewmembers would not need extremely
demanding skills such as low-level navigation or terrain-
avoidance proficiency. The only additional skills required
would be proficiency in weapon operation. Depending on the
actual weapons employed, weapon system operation proficiency
could be achieved almost exclusively in simulators. B-52s
equipped with a mixture of both decoys and CSMs
(specifically designed to attack airfields and divert
interceptors) would be effective OCA aircraft.

Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses

SEAD seeks to "neutralize, destroy, or temporarily
degrade enemy air defensive systems in a specific area by
physical and/or electronic attack."6 This objective has




been an important part of air warfare since World War II and
has been an essential element of the B-52’s effectiveness
for almost 30 years. Numerous modifications to the B-52’s
electronic countermeasures have occurred throughout three
decades.

The three support aircraft used as an example in the
previously discussed strategic aerospace offensive cell are
all different types of SEAD aircraft. The first possible
method of suppressing enemy defenses is to use electronic
countermeasures. Every B-52 is configured with ECM gear and
includes one electronic warfare officer. Electronic warfare
countermeasures are essential for the aircraft’s survival in
a high-threat environment. However, this configuration
(electronic equipment and one EWO) only uses a small portion
of the B-52’s potential ECM capacity.

A B-52 which does not penetrate the enemy’s 1line of
defense nor is used to deliver ordnance could be modified
with more ECM gear and could contribute significantly to the
successful penetration and withdrawal of an attacking
aircraft or cell. The B-52’s ECM capabilities could be
enhanced threefold by its redesignation as an ECM platform.
Since these aircraft have no weapon-delivery role and do not
require precise navigational skills, one or both of the
navigators can be replaced with EWOs and the associated ECM
gear. (Current, ground-aligned, inertial navigation systems
provide the required navigational accuracy and can be
operated by the copilot.) Even the gunner and his station
can be replaced with ECM equipment and an operator. If
necessary, additional generators can be added to other
engines to increase ECM power. The result would be a B-52
with four electronic warfare officers and the corresponding
equipment. These modifications would be expensive, but
since only a few aircraft need to be modified this way, the
cost probably would not be prohibitive.

A second method of accomplishing SEAD is to attack the
enemy’s defenses directly. Enemy air-intercept airfields
can be attacked with long-range standoff munitions which
deploy land mines and, thus, prevent the launching of enemy
fighters until after the attacking force has passed by.
Other types of enemy defenses could be attacked by B-52s
equipped with drones or missiles which launch directly
against known fixed enemy defensive positions, or with
missiles which are launched into areas of suspected enemy
defenses and search for enemy radar signals to attack. Two
possible systems are the Seek Spinner’ (modified to be
launched from a B-52) and the Tacit Rainbow.8 Of these
systems the Air Force Times said,
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The missiles could be programmed to precede a
bombing attack by either B-52s or strike fighters.
The missiles fan out to cover antiaircraft
concentrations along the target route. When on
site, the missiles circle, waiting for enemy

operators to turn on their radars. Loiter time
depends on how far the missile had to fly to its
target.

Radar commanders would be faced with the dilemma
of turning on and being attacked, or letting the
attacking force fly through relatively unmolested.

A third response, attempting to shoot the missiles
down, also is acceptable to the Air Force, which
would prefer that an enemy use up his surface-to-
air missiles and antiaircraft artillery ammunition
trying to destroy unmanned aircraft, a defense
official said. All of the options result in less-
effective enemy air defense and an increased
chance for survival of the main air strike force.®

SEAD also seeks to equip a penetrating B-52 with a
destructive ECM system which attacks SAM systems if they
acquire the attacking aircraft. The EWO would control and
deploy a missile such as the high-speed, antiradiation
missile (HARM),l6 which attacks any radar system that
acquires the B-52. Destructive and deceptive ECM procedures
combine to create sufficient confusion within the enemy’s
defensive structure to increase the B-52’s survivability.

Engineering studies and tacticians should decide which
systems would be most cost-effective. Training for these
roles naturally depends on which systems are actually
employed. Training for a standoff ECM role should be
similar to the program used in the EF-111. Simulator
training would allow the crew to practice procedures against
threats which cannot be simulated in the air.

The training program for launching decoys, drones, and
missiles would exclude the traditional bombing and
navigation items and replace them with the skills required
to operate and launch each particular systemn. Simulator
training would be much less important except for systems
which require operator guidance after 1launch. HARM-type
missiles deployed on penetrating bombers would require both
additional simulator training and the additional inflight
practice required for identifying and launching weapons
against enemy defenses.
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Defensive Counterair

The B-52 has the most 1limited and least likely
potential in defensive counterair due to its speed, size,
and maneuverability. B-52s employed against enemy fighters
are at an obvious disadvantage. Airborne warning and
control systems adequately provide the necessary detection
and identification of attacking enemy forces. Except
possibly for attacking enemy cruise missile launchers,
targeted against the United States or US Navy forces, the
B-52 could be employed more effectively in other roles. The
B-52’s possible contributions to strategic aerospace defense
and maritime operations are discussed elsewhere in this
paper.

Overall, the B-52 can contribute significantly to air
supremacy. Penetrating strategic aerospace offense B-52s
targeted against airfields or the enemy’s infrastructure
perform an offensive counterair mission. CSM carriers
targeted against the same enemy positions perform a similar
role. Standoff ECM platforms and CSM carriers operating
against radars and SAM sites are performing a SEAD functicn.
Even penetrating bombers using ECM for self-defense are
accomplishing a SEAD role. Because air supremacy allows so
many other missions to be performed (including ground and
sea operations) and the B-52 has the ability to contribute
greatly to air supremacy through OCA and SEAD, B-52s should
be assigned to counterair missions.

Air Interdiction

According to AFM 1-1, "Air interdiction objectives are
to delay, disrupt, divert, or destroy an enemy’s military
potential before it can be brought to bear effectively
against friendly forces."ll AFM 1-1 1lists interdiction

targets as "enemy surface forces, movement networks,
command, control, and communication networks, and combat
supplies."12 In the simplest terms, air-interdiction

targets are the enemy forces moving toward the front 1lines,
or the transportation, communications, or supply lines that
support the movement of enemy forces.

The B-52 1is not designed to search and destroy enemy

land forces. Aircraft designed for search-and-destroy
missions, such as the A-10, have difficulty solving the
problems of target acquisition, identification, and
destruction.13 Exposing a large and relatively slow

aircraft such as a B-52 to the high-threat environment
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anticipated in the air-interdiction role would result in an
aircraft attrition rate which would probably greatly
outweigh the expected damage.

The B-52 can attack numerous air-interdiction targets.
Temporarily immobile or fixed targets are vulnerable to a
B-52 strike. If the position of these targets is known and
if they remain fixed long enough to generate a strike, they
can be destroyed by the B-52. The required ordnance is
dependent on the type of target. Conventional 500-pound
iron bombs will be effective on some targets. Smart bombs
may be necessary for other targets, and air-scatterable
minesl4 may be most effective for even other targets. The
debate over which weapons to use on what types of targets is
beyond the scope of this paper. However, regardless of the
outcome of this debate, B-52s can deliver any one of these
types of munitions.

The training and skills necessary to accomplish air
interdiction are similar to the skills and training
necessary for strategic offensive operations. Consequently,
these skills and training requirements will not be repeated
in this section except to add one generality. Due to the
number of potential interdiction targets, +the required
mobility of enemy recserves and supplies, and the size of
lines of communication and transportation, interdiction
target defenses are less concentrated and prepared. Thus,
compared to strategic offense operations, air interdiction
requires less support for successful target penetration, and
it can be accomplished by slightly less-skilled aircrews.

Some air-interdiction targets are 1located great
distances from the battlefield and deep inside enemy

territory. Because of the distances involved, the B-52 may
be the only weapon system with the range and firepower to
destroy these targets. If the second and third echelons of

enemy dground forces are allowed to advance unimpeded, the
United States’ ground forces could be overrun rapidly.
B-52s assigned to air-interdiction targets well behind the
front lines are essential to the AirlLand Battle concepts.
Thus, B-52s should be assigned to the mission of air
interdiction.

Close Air Support

Close air support (CAS) is an Air Force mission which
is very dear to the hearts of many infantrymen, especially
when they are wunder attack by an overwhelming force. AFM
1-1 states that "close air support objectives are to support
surface operations by attacking hostile targets in close
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proximity to friendly surface forces."15 The wisdom of
using B-52s in such a role has been and will continue to be
a hotly debated issue in the Air Force. Despite the wisdom
of B-52 usage, some situations may require the B-52 to be
used in a close-air-support role. Consequently, possible
ways to employ the B-52 in CAS require examination.

The B-52 could be used for close air support whenever
no other means exist to obtain the necessary firepower.
This could occur if US land forces were under enemy attack
outside the range of other air, naval, or ground assets, or
if our offensive movement were stopped by a determined enemy
defensive position. In either case the B-52 is the only
weapon system available that could provide timely and
adequate firepower.

The accuracy of the offensive avionics system (OAS)
allows the B-52 to drop weapons relatively close to friendly
troops without harm to them. What essentially is required
to provide CAS is an axis of attack and a set of target
coordinates. The requesting Army unit knows the desired CAS
target and axis of attack. All that is required is for the
Army to pass this information to the B-52. There are
several ways of transferring this information from the Army
unit to the B-52. The most timely and consequently the
most useful way is by secure radio communications between
ground forces and airborne B-52s. B-52 conventional wings
practice the procedures required to perform this type of
bombing through the bomber target change procedures
specified in SACR 51-52.16 currently, these target changes
are passed from the home unit’s command post to airborne
B-52s, but through the use of new technology, including
communication satellites, an airborne B-52 could receive
target information directly from any Army unit equipped with
the proper communication gear.

Currently, ground forces 'pass CAS requests and
targeting information through the tactical air control
system to the CAS aircraft. In some situations, the
forward air control party (FACP), stationed with the
requesting unit, provides final target identification
directly to the aircraft. B-52 CAS could operate in the same
manner. After receiving and validating targeting
information from the FACP, B-52s determine bomb-run routing
and provide a target time to the Army unit. When it

establishes and maintains secure radio communications, FACP
can direct target aborts or withholds up to seconds before
release. Therefore, the decision to release is controlled
by the ground forces and can be stopped if any problens
arise. If the bomb run is aborted, the B-52 could withdraw
to a safe area and await new targeting information.
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Target coordinate identification could be determined
through the use of the Army’s position location reporting
system (PLRS)17 or with a portable unit that ties into the
global positioning system (GPS). Equipping B-52s with GPS
improves their accuracy by eliminating OAS errors and errors
caused by differences between two separate mapping reference
systems. Another method of target identification involves
an entirely different approach.

If desired, Army units could be equipped with secure
radar beacons. Target identification would be based on a
true bearing and range between this beacon and the desired
target. The axis of attack would be determined as usual.
The B-52’s OAS software would require modification which
determines the target by adding the provided range and
bearing to the radar beacon picked up by the B-52’s radar.
The B-52's radar navigator would only have to input the
provided range and bearing into OAS, configure the bombing
system for release, locate the beacon on radar, position the
cross hairs on the beacon return, and allow OAS to determine
the desired target based on the input range and bearing.
Essentially, the radar beacon is an offset and the resolved
range and bearing define the target. This arrangement
eliminates coordinate reference errors because the target is
defined off the radar beacon and reduces OAS drift error
because the beacon may be used for aiming almost until the
actual release. Additionally, if the target were to move
shortly before bomber arrival (such as is possible if our
troops were required to retreat from an attacking force) the
B~52 could still deliver its payload as long as the range
and bearing between our forces and the enemy remained
relatively constant.

B-52s equipped with standoff weapons could also provide
close air support for an Army unit. Orbiting safely behind
the front line, B-52s equipped with laser-guided munitions
such as the Laser Maverick or Paveway laser-guided bombsl8
would attack targets identified by the Army. Army units
equipped with ground 1laser 1locator designators would
identify and illuminate targets and then call for the bomber
to deliver the weapon. With its large payload and 1loiter
time, a single B-52 could attack several targets and remain
on station for an extended period. A relay system of
employment would provide the Army unit with continuous CAS
for several hours or even days if necessary.

Aircrew training for close air support would be very
demanding. Therefore the crew’s bombing requirements would
be extensive. Aircrews selected for these missions would
have to be some of the most accurate bombers available.
Actual training requirements depend on which method of
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target identification is selected as well as the munitions
to be employed. Laser-designated bombing is the simplest
since the bomber remains behind the front lines and needs
only to launch the weapon in the general direction of the
target. GPS bombing is the next simplest because GPS
accurately determines the required target release
information. Aircrews would require basic aircrew skills
and bombing checklist and equipment configuration, loading
of target coordinates, pilot bombing skills, and threat-
penetration tactics. Use of the Army PLRS and the OAS would
be least accurate due to errors between two different
inertial navigation systems and the potential OAS drift
errors (if no accurate offset were available in the
immediate target area). This type of bombing would require
extensive OAS programming training to reduce OAS errors and
possibly bomb-run radar aiming proficiency. Radar beacon
bombing training would require the previously discussed
skills plus certain bomb-run radarscope tuning and aiming
proficiency. Fortunately, using a beacon as an offset is
the easiest type of offset bombing.

In addition to these skills, aircrews and ground forces
would need frequent exercises to practice procedures,
eliminate coordination problems, and determine mutual
capabilities (how much lead time is required, et cetera).
Using dummy munitions in these exercises, thereby adding
some degree of risk to the exercise, would be essential to
the development of Army confidence in B-52 capabilities and,
thus, would allow the bomber to be used in the most
effective manner.

The B-52 close-air-support role should be reserved for
unique situations or at least used as a last resort. Many
other aircraft currently practice for this type of mission
and can perform at least as well as if not better than the
B-52. Dedicating B~52s to CAS is probably a misuse of the
B-52. However, this reasoning should not be used as the
justification for not preparing B-52s at all for close air
support. Some unique circumstances may require the B-52’s
massive firepower. For example, a surprise attack by Warsaw
Pact forces in Europe is just one situation in which the
B-52 could be called upon to delay the attacking forces
while reserves are brought into action. Procedures need to
be developed and aircrews prepared to accomplish CAS if the
situation is desperate.
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Special Operations

Special operations encompasses the previously discussed
missions as well as any other potential uses of aerospace
forces. According to AFM 1-1, "virtually all aerospace
forces have the potential for employment in special
operations."19 Obviously, the B-52 has the potential to
contribute significantly to this role.

Many special operations would benefit from the support
available from selected B-52 crews trained in the previously
discussed areas. A small squadron--six or seven aircraft--
dedicated to special operations could be formed to train for
those unique roles which have no